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ABSTKACT 

h tiaiional sut^^e^ oC toocfi than 1^,100 twa--year 
collcg03 was conduoted to deterniine cuzreEt troiids in obtaining 
outride financial support. Areas focused cn nere financial resource 
developiaent fflethods^ staff organi^atien and adiiuistratiire support 
for d©ireiopai#ntf and resource de-velcpi^iit efforts, i response rate of 
73% was aGhiav€d* Results Indica ted t (1) 6^**111 of the two-year 
colleges were engaged in BomQ foxm zesource developiDant | (2) 
approxiffiately lialf of the colleg<es did not a«vota a full-tine 
poaition t© the d^felopaent effoit; (3| private schoola utiliied more 
petaonnel In developaent than did public sahcolai (^) nearly 
o&a*third of the colleges with developffiant prograss received 
endowients; (5) Qiijlti->caffipua collages enpliasl^id devalopnant nore 
than single-caapiia colleges; (6) al^nni piograBa were in the greatest 
need of developwrit/iBiproveaiiit; an^d (7) iaieral grants contributed 
to public two-year college di^elcpi^nt nore than any other source^ 
whil# in the private sectorr faderal grants ware surpaisad by gifts 
froi individuals; alumni^ trusties^ and charchaa- (JDS) 
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Introduction 

It was tha purpaoe of this otudy to determine ChratiBh a national 
suYvey of two-year collGges the current trends In obtaining financial 
suppcrt* The results of such a atudy may be used as a basis for 
developing fltuinclal resources in two-year colleges. 

The? N.i clonal Couiicll far Rcsourco DevGlopmenu provided the 
Btructiire for obtfilnlnB current data on the trends of financial resource 
development in tvo-year colleges. The support of such a study by the 
council was supportive to the stated objectives of the orfianl^atlon* 

More than 1,100 tTO-year colleges were included In the survey 
to detennine (1) the current trends of financial resources; <Z) the 
methods that were utilised by various Institutions to sol kit financial 
support; (3) staff organisation and admlnlatratlve support utiliEed In 
developing financial reiourees; and (4) a brief description of the 
institution that described its resource development effort or lack of 
effort. 

The report Is an GKctrpt of the dissertation. Resource Develops 
Ignt Programs In T^o -Year Colleges i A National Survey, which evolved 
from the study, The survey yielded a return from 803 or 73 percent 
of the calleges Included in the study. 

Discussion 

Thm survey was distributed through the ten regloiii of the United 
StattB on the basis of the geographical grouping by the Departmant of 
Health, Education and Welfare. Each region submitted more than 67 
percent of Its questionnaires > which gave a representatlvi return for 
a eotQparlson of resource devalopment programs amoag these ten regions. 

An analysis of the findinge Indicated that 64,1 percent of tlifiu 
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two-year colUgea were engaged In m identifiable foi^m of rfiBuurcc 
development* The deVQlopment programs warn staffed part^tJuiD by 17.1 
percent of the colLcgea • which tneaiis that approxlniately 50 percent of 
the colleees did not devotta a full-time posltioti to this effort, 
Pxivatci flchoDls devoted an average of 1.69 persons per colleRe to the 
resourcD development progmm, ^prem the public eector had an avoragQ 
of 1.01 persons for this purpose., 

Noro than 44 percent of the respoiidents replied chat foundations 
VGre the Bource that was In greatest need of development. Only 15.5 
percent of the colleges indicated the noed to cultivate fedaral sources. 

It was found in this study- that 31.7 percent of the two-^year 
CQlleges vrlth development ptograins had received endowcieTita , and only 
18,8 percent of the colleges without development prograins received 
endowtneiits , The establlahmHut of a resource development program 
reportedly contributed significantly to the financial resources of 
17 7 (34,4 percent) of the respDndl^g Inatltutlons. The development 
programs were found to be well supported by 72.2 percent cf the colleges 
that had such prograxns* 

It was established by this study that multi-campua colleges 
gave more emphasis to the rescurce dev^elopment concept than do single 
carapus Inscitutions. Only 56,7 percent of the single campus colleges 
had a resource development progTam, tut 84^,3 percent of the multl- 
carapuB colleges had developed the concept* The developraent program 
•#as further enhanced by a larger student enrollmetit, iltice only 64*3 
percent of the colleges i^lth enrollmeftta below^ 1,000 had development 
prograins and 91.6 percent of the colleges with enrollmeats ^ov^ 
20,000 had developinent pros^QM* 

A further analysis of the. findings conslBtently sHd^t^ th*t 



the resource clevclopnuat officer wan responsible admlnlatratlveJy to th 
president, but the colltigt* incroasnd in Its cnroHiriGnt, thorn wnn n 
tendency tovard decreasing thie officur'B diract responsibility to tha 
president. 

Callegefi with a 3tat€! office to aaslst In the roHaurce dovelnp-- 
ment Eunctiqn V7cre more likely to havc^ dQWlcipTtient procraTnB. Whore the 
was no state office to mBlnt in this fuiictlonj the perccmtanc uf 
college partlclpatlDn decreased. Tn fjevcTal states thcrt? was a state 
coardinatlng board responsible for devclopnienL programs In two-yciar In^ 
stitutlons throiiFihout the state, Thlii type of centralized effort 
negated the neceSBlty of devialoping t^KperClse on each campus. The 
raBQuree developfnent concept was increased through a centralized state 
level effort, but local initiative was also ifflportant. 

One of tht least developed resourcea was the aluinni fund, and 
there was no indication that two-year college davelopment officers 
considered this to be an area needing developnent in the future. It 
was found in this stud^? that 13*5 pereent of the respondentB had an 
annual alumni program, Of the 112 colleges \fh±ch had a program for 
this resource, 42*9 percent was private colleges. The smaller coll-jges 
gave more emphasis to alucml resources thati did larger colleges. As 
two'-year college enrcillmerits increased , the frequency of aluimi programs 
decreased* 

It was concluded that two-year colleges had discovered that 
federal grants contributed more to their resource development prograins 
than any other slaglt resource. An eKceptlofi would be the private 
sector, which received a larger percentage of support from other sources 
such as individuals, including alunaii ai^d trustees, and church«a. The 
private sector 11b ted federal grants as the eecond most productive 
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rnsourcu. Pubiic coIlngnM eonoldr^rcd atata EmntH 03 the aucond niDiit 
productive aourca of d.^velopriGnt f undn , Smaller callei;on i/erc lues 
productive with.€edaral gronts than largc^r calloEcis, There was a 
trend for the purctintage of federal funds to Increase in tha dwclop^ 
nient progrflm an the enroHment: Increiised . 

Two scarcely used development technlqucie wt^re profeanional 
fund-raisers and conoultants* The ubu of profasBlonal fund-ralserB 
by two-year collegGs was reported by only 10 respondentB who happened 
to be from private collegcis with enrollments below UOOO. Consultants 
were used by approKlmately 31,3 percent of the colleger that had 
full-time development programs* 

Conclusions 

Findings within the limltatlonB of this study appcjar to Juatlfy 
the following eonelusions; 

In ApproKlniatuly SO percent of the tTO-year institutions had 
a full-ticie ,^taff for rasource development. The resource 
davelopinenc concipt was e\^ident In the private sector moTB 
than in the public sector, at multi-campus colleges than at 
single eampus collegeSi and at colleges that had help from 
a state department officer than colleges that did not have 
such asslstaace. As the student enrollment InGreasedj there 
was an Increase In the developmant^ program staff. Also, 
states that did not have laws which Impeded the resource 
development program had a larger percentage of college 
development programs » 
2* Two-yaar colleges receivsdL more resource developmnt support 
irom federal grants than irom any other single sourer The 
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second m>Ht productlvG source wfiB atato g^antu. The source 
considered to newd the moat ciiltivotlon was the prlvatG feun- 

3, Alumni fund devcilopiiient, fund-raising tGchnlques, and tha 

use of cOiiBultnnts rect^lved minimal ut-lllzation. Alumni funds 
yete moro braadly dovGlopcd by ptivnte coIIc^bcs nnM by chose 
with an enrollniant: helow 1,000. 

4, Collcsgc^a that had resource devnlopment propramB supported 
the concept oi development. The greatest needs wore for 
-uddltional perBomel to otaff existing progranis and for the 
initiation of programo whero no programa wra in existence. 

5, The development officer had the primary responsibility for 
preparing gi^ant proposals, although a_ variety of comblnatlona 
ejclsted. The preparatlonof proposals was usually a team 
effort, which began with the person who identified the 
problem. 

6- The i^merlcaii Aisoclatlon of Community and Junior Colleges 
and the National Council for Reeource Development were the 
two most helpful organisations for resource developnent 
officers, The Federal Realster was the single moat helpful 
source of Inforfflatlon, 

EecOOTnendations 

The following reconmendationa are made ae a result of the major 
flndliigs and concluelons of this study: 

It An office at the state department level could Investigate 
the posalbillty of cultivating diverse financial resources 
for two-year colleges. In cases where there Is no development 
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office! r on the local cnmpun, this function cquid be ncconi- 
pltahed ^it: the state level or with connortia of nwo-yGar 
colle.(;eB. The responsibility for tralnlns a atnff and 
providing information about rcsourcG diavolopment at state 
mil local lavtilH mi^ht hci handled through the state office. 
The Matlorial CDuncll for Resource Devclopnient could give 
CDnatderatlon to local and state workshops to assist In 
the luiplenientation of resource developfflent programs in 
two-'ycar aol leges , 

Federal ageiiclea could consider providing a tlmo«tablc whlrh 
VDuld allov adequate leeway for the developTnent of pro-^ 
ponals at the local level* The adnilnlstratora who work 
in the agencies tn Uashington could plan to raore 
accessible it\ the states and regions to share concepts of 
their programs, 

The awzd of grants to colleges for categorical assistance 
might be best placed at a state and/or regional level* 
This arrangement would make information and peraonnel more 
accGssibL€, The decisions on resource allocation could be 
better accepted^ given the personal Involvement of local 
personnel * 
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